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Code, to provide that employees of the
United States or the District of Columbia
called as witnesses in judicial proceedings
shall not be charged with loss of salary or
authorized leave of absence with pay; to the
Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. METCALF:

H.R.5643. A bill preseribing minimum and
maximum operation level of Flathead Lake,
Mont.; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. PATMAN:

HR.8644. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of cooperative outdoor recreation
research and education centers; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PORTER:

H.R.B8645. A bill to authorize the appro-
priation of funds for carrying out provisions
of section 23 of the Federal Highway Act, to
enable the Secretary of Agriculture to con-
struct timber access roads, to permit maxi-
mum economy in harvesting national forest
timber, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. TOLL:

H.R.8646. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Act of January 16, 1883, to eliminate the
provisions of section 9 thereof concerning
two or more members of a family in the com-
petitive civil service; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. McFALL:

H.R. 8647. A bill to amend title II of the

Social Security Act to permit retirement by
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all persons in the United States at the age
of 60 years with benefits that will assure full
participation by elderly persons generally in
prevailing national standards of living, to
provide like benefits for disabled persons,
and to provide benefits for certain female
heads of families and for certain children; to
provide for the establishment and operation
of this system of soclal security by an equi-
table gross income tax; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
By Mr. EEOGH:

H.R. 8648, A bill to make permanent the
existing suspensions of the tax on the first
domestic processing of coconut oil, palm oil,
palm-kernel oil, and fatty aclds, salts, com-
binations, or mixtures thereof; to the Com-~
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KING of California:

H.R. 8649. A bill to make permanent the
existing suspensions of the tax on the first
domestic processing of coconut oil, palm oil,
palm-kernel oil, and fatty aclds, salts, com-
binations, or mixtures thereof; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H.R. 8650, A bill to amend the Veterans'
Preference Act of 1944 to provide retention
preference to certain blind employees in
cases of reductions in force; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. SMITH of California:

H.J. Res. 495. Joint resolution calling upon

the motion picture industry to take appro-
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priate action to make certain that no dam-
age will be done to the foreign relations of
the United States by the showing in foreign
countries of movies which misrepresent our
Nation or its people; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DELANEY :

H.R.8651. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Gaetano Fiore; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. DONOHUE:

H.R.8652. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Bombace; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.B653. A bill for the relief of American
President Lines, Ltd., Nitto Shosen Co., Ltd,,
and Koninklijke Java-China-Paketvaart
Lijnen N.V. (Royal Interocean Lines); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, MURPHY:

H.R. 8654, A bill for the relief of Harold
Meyerberg; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. OSMERS:

H.R.8655. A bill for the relief of Patricio
Pina-Diaz; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Letter to the French Ambassador
EXTENSION OF REMAREKS
oF

HON. VICTOR L. ANFUSO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, on Au-
gust 6, 1959, a story was published in
the press that 16 Members of the House
of Representatives urged the French
Government to enter into negotiations
to end the Algerian war and my name
was listed as one of the 16 House Mem-
bers. I have no knowledge of having
signed such statement and do not sub-
seribe to the views as expressed in that
statement.

I have informed the French Ambassa-
dor that I am not in accord with the
contents of the statement. Under leave
to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I
wish to insert the text of my letter to
the French Ambassador as follows:

AucusT 13, 1959.
His Excellency Mr. HERVE ALPHAND,
Ambassador of France,
French Embassy, Washington, D.C.

DeEar MR. AMBASSADOR: Since writing to
you on August 4, my attention has been
called by my good frlend Congressman
EMANUEL CELLER, and also by Mr. Joseph M.
Levy, that on August 6, 2 days after writing
to you such letter lauding President de
Gaulle, I allegedly joined 15 other Congress-
men in a statement concerning Algeria.

I have no knowledge of signing such let-
ter and am unable to check whether my sec-
retary signed such statement without my
knowledge, since she is presently away on
vacation.

However, since the contents of such
statement has now been made known to me,
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I wish to state emphatically that I am not
in accord with its contents since it demon-
strates interference with the internal and
domestic policles of our great ally, the
French Republic.

I repeat that, regardless of what my feel-
ings toward France may have been prior to
President De Gaulle, I am now convinced
and have been since President de Gaulle
came into power, that we are dealing with a
new France, with a united country under
the splendid leadership of a great friend of
the United States and a stanch foe of
communism.

With warm regards, I remain,

Sincerely yours,
Vicror L. ANFUSO,
Member of Congress.

East-West Trade: Advantages and
Disadvantages

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. FRANK CHURCH

OF IDAHO
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the
question of expanding trade with the
Soviet Union promises to grow larger and
larger as the exchange of visits between
Soviet and the United States becomes
more frequent. It is well known that
Russia is anxious for more trade markets
in the west, as Mr. Mikoyan and Mr.
Koslov made clear when they were here,
The question is: Would greater trade
with Russia be valuable and profitable
for us?

A very well-reasoned discussion of this
subject may be found in an article writ-

ten for the May issue of Tradescope by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HuMmMpHREY] who con-
cludes that increased trade can, if
handled wisely, “be a net advantage for
the United States and the free world.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
article, “East-West Trade: Advantages
and Disadvantages,” be printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From Tradescope, May 19591

EasT-WEST TRADE: ADVANTAGES AND DISAD-
VANTAGES

(By Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY)

Since earliest times the interchange of
goods between nations has exerted a pro-
found influence on the political relations of
the trading partners. Political commitments
have in turn cast their shadow over trade.
This two-way impact is illustrated in the re-
lationship between the Soviet bloc and the
free world today. Until quite recently, the
leaders of the Soviet Union have avolded ex-
tensive exchange of goods with the non-
Soclalist world economy. ©On the other
hand, the free world has been able to de-
velop only as much trade as the Soviet state-
trading system was willing to permit.

During the past 5 years, however, there
has been an increasing drive on the part of
the Soviet bloc to enter the marketplace
of the world. Because of its sudden emer-
gence, it has often been suggested that the
current Soviet economic offensive is merely
a drive for political advantage with the ulti-
mate aim of dividing the free world. Pre-
mier Ehrushchev is reported to have said
that “trade is not economies, it is power.”

In assessing the advantages and disad-
vantages that might result increasing East-
West trade, certain considerations should be
noted.

Russia’s monolithie trading mechanism
with all its geographic subdivisions can con-
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centrate with telling effects on strategic ob-
jectives and thus challenge the West, pre-
cisely because Russia is not concerned with
profits or taxes. Its state trading monopoly
is in a position not only to sell but also to
buy vast quantities of goods or raw materials
at a politically propltious moment because
price is no object and all attendant costs,
such as transportation, are absorbed by the
state. Russia and the satellites, who are part
of her economic orbit, are not concerned with
the wage and price problems of the free en-
terprise system. This preponderant advan-
tage is strengthened even more because the
free world is composed of trading competi-
tors who are also maneuvering for a more
profitable share of the world markets. Op-
erating as individual units, they are not fully
equipped to meet massive Soviet competi-
tion.

Increasing shipments from the West have
the effect of assisting the Soviets to overcome
weaknesses and deficiencies, and thus in-
evitably to strengthen their war potential.
In the past, however, our refusal to lift the
embargo on strategic trade items with the
Soviet Union has not proved wholly success-
ful in containing Soviet economic advance,
Although our efforts certainly slowed mo-
mentarily the economic advance of the So-
viet Union, we have failed to deter her. In
fact, our limited trade policles have often
served to stimulate the Soviets to accelerate
development and expand production. This is
exactly what happened when we refused to
sell aluminum to the Soviet Union imme-
diately after World War II. By concentrated
efforts, the Union was not only able to con-
struct plants, but to produce aluminum at
sufficient capacity that she was able to place
a large volume on the world market last year
and break the existing price structure.

The current drive for the easing of restric-
tions of East-West trade is more in the di-
rection of strengthening the industrial, mili-
tary, and economic prowess of the Commu-~
nist bloc. What the Soviet trade agencies
want above all, of course, is goods that are
strategically important, yet whose export
had hitherto been prohibited under our
Battle Act. Several of our trading partners
have long been under pressure by their busi-
ness communities to sell such goods to Rus-
sia. Thus, ships, power generators, machine
tools, presses, mining machinery, communi-
cations and transportation equipment are
now being sent behind the Iron Curtain as
a result of the gradual relaxation of con-
trols. In return the Russians sell and ship
grain, fish, and raw materials such as lead,
zine, copper, hides, and fur, plus a small
amount of machinery. Underdeveloped
areas can use the development equipment,
but any deal with the industrialized West
always includes a request for capital goods.

OBJECTIVES OF RUSSIA'S TRADE OFFENSIVE

It seems as if the alm of Russia’s trade
offensive is to attract the smaller nations
{underdeveloped areas with major raw ma-
terial exports) into its commercial orbit,
while at the same time undermining the
competitive position of Western trading na-
tions. Thus Russia has had enormous suc-
cess in buying up the pressing surpluses
of Finland, Burma, Iceland, Egypt, Uruguay,
and Argentina., The West has been unable
to step up its own small programs of pre-
clusive buying simply because of the Russian
advantage whereby its trade monopoly can
engineer deals without regard to the usual
commercial terms, prices, or quality. This
initial advantage and the willingness to en-
gage in such large-scale buying have been
pressed to the point of establishing commer=
cial dominance. In the countries where
aggressive export campaigns have been
waged, Russia has succeeded in capturing a
large percentage of that country's import
market, notably Afghanistan 30 percent,
Finland 20 percent, Egypt 20 percent, and
Iceland 22 percent.
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Trading relations with the industralized
West are beginning to resemble increasingly
the trade between Old Russia and Europe—
fundamentally, the exchange of Russian
foodstuffs and raw materials for manufac=
tured goods. Her enormous industralization
plan necessitates increasingly larger supplies
of specialized machinery—for example, the
colossal extension of her chemical industry
depends on Western machinery. Trade in
these items cannot depend on barter deals,
but requires hard currencies and gold. To
earn the hard currency the Russians are
concentrating on the supply and export in
very specific sectors—like scientific instru-
ments for schools—of a quality and at prices
that cannot be met by the United States of
America.

The West may be willing to trade with the
Soviets, but certain difficulties have to be
overcome. Notably foreign customers’ un-
familiarity with Soviet products; the West’s
lack of knowledge of Soviet suppliers; the
problem of service and spare parts; the
known Russian stand against the extension
of commercial credit to private foreign buy-
ers; the dependability of performance on
deliveries; and finally the question of
whether trade relations may not be severed
at will by the Russian political leaders if
they wish to switch to more promising mar-
kets in line with their political objectives.

THE VOLUME OF SOVIET TRADE

The Soviet Union is now making a con-
spicuous effort to increase its commercial
range outside the Communist bloc. By de-
liberate policy, three-fourths of all trade is
reserved for its Communist trade partners.
Bince 1953, trade with the outside world has
been galning in volume. Measured by the
extra-orbit portion of her trade, Russia is not
a very important trading nation. To cite
one figure, annual exports to all free coun-
tries at present amount to about 81 billion.
In terms of rank among trading nations, this
puts her in our hemisphere somewhat ahead
of Argentina but behind Brazil. In Europe,
the size of Russia’s annual volume of exports,
excluding the bloc countries, places her
somewhat between Austria and Denmark.

Russia's largest trade partners outside the
bloc are the following six countries: Finland,
United Kingdom, Egypt, West Germany, In-
dia, and France. To the first of this group,
Finland, the value of annual exports in 1957
amounted to $150 million; to the last, France,
$67 million, With the United States, the
volume of trade conducted is a negligible
affair. Soviet exports to the United States
amounted to only $16 million in 1957.

The important thing to note is that the
Soviet Government has undergone a change
of heart toward trade. It no longer con-
siders it a strategic liability. In recent years,
it has been able to expand its trade all along
the three main lines of geographic distribu-
tion, namely with the bloc nations, with the
industrialized nations of the West, and with
the underdeveloped countries. The latter, it
is true, are, for the most part, a new element
in Soviet trade. Yet, as mentioned above,
two of Russia's principal trade partners out-
side the bloc are underdeveloped nations,
Egypt and India,

ADVANTAGES OF EAST-WEST TRADE
An important fact to bear in mind is that

the movement of trade between East and

West continued as a fairly active race during
the worst years of the postwar period. The
natural resources of the East have always
exerted a strong commercial pull upon the
West. This is especially true in Europe.
The East possesses a variety of raw material
needed in the West. Russia and her satel-
lites are in a surplus position in forest prod-
ucts, fertilizer, fuels, flax, a number of min-
erals, and they regularly export a wide variety
of foodstufls, ranging from grain to eggs.

At the same time, the countries of the
East have always served as an outlet for
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industrial products from the West. In many
areas of technology, especidlly in the less
strategic industries, Western producers have
always appreciated the opportunity to
broaden their market potential by keeping
open the door to the East. True, it is an
extremely unpredictable market. They buy
at the margin, and they usually buy basic
types of production equipment on a one-
shot basls, but even a single sale of this
sort, from the standpoint of the manufac-
turer, can be a large, profitable transaction.
Above all, a channel for cooperation in a
peaceful field.

One aspect of this problem is often over=
looked. Rising living standards in the So-
viet Union, resulting from increased trade,
or other factors, may make a contribu-
tion to peace and may ultimately help to
moderate the Communist dictatorship itself.
As consumer aspirations are increasingly
realized, it will become more difficult for
the Soviet people to accept as valid the
official image of the West as their mortal
enemy. They will be more inclined to see
the United States for what it is. A growing
professional-managerial class may be a force
for moderation as it balances the power of
the military and political elites. I do mnot
believe in economic determinism, but I do
belleve that economic factors influence the
character of political institutions.

In conclusion, I support an increased vol-
ume of East-West trade because, if handled
wisely, I belleve it can be a net advantage
for the United States and the free world.
There 1s little risk in expanding the volume
of nonstrategic trade. In addition to the
mutual economic values deriving from such
an exchange of goods there are certain non-
economic byproducts which may be even
more important. Trade always means per-
son-to-person contact, and sometimes means
idea-to-idea contact, among the trading
partners. Such contact may lead to greater
political understanding. We should neither
underestimate nor overestimate the contri-
bution of international commerce to inter-
national peace, but in these days of serious
conflict let us not arbitrarily close any door
to the greater exchange of goods, persons,
or ideas.

Louisiana Champion, From Lafayette,
Competing in National Teenage Safe
Driving Road-e-0 Here

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EDWIN E. WILLIS

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I am
justly proud of the fact that the Louisi-
ana champion in this week’s finals of
the National Teenage Safe Driving
Road-e-o0, taking place here in Washing-
ton, is from my congressional district.
He is 17-year-old Bill Young, son of Mr.
and Mrs. Pierre Young, of Lafayette,
La.
The winner of the Louisiana title is
competing with representatives from the
other States in the written and skill
phases of this contest sponsored by the
Junior Chamber of Commerce of the
United States. Accompanying him to
the Nation’s Capital is Second Vice Pres-
ident Cary Moore, of the Lafayette Jun-
ior Chamber of Commerce, son of Mr.
Guilliam Moore, Sr., of that city. The
Louisiana finals of the road-e-o were
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conducted in Jefferson Parish—county—
where approximately 50 young people,
winners in the local contests conducted
by the various junior chambers of com-
merce throughout the State participated.

The written tests this week have been
given at the Statler-Hilton Hotel and
the skill events staged at the National
Guard Armory. First, second, and third
place national winners will receive
scholarships worth $2,000, $1,500, and
$1,000, respectively, during the presenta-
tion of awards at a banquet Thursday
night.

Among the events arranged for the
contestants during their stay here was
a visit to the White House where Bill
Young was photographed standing next
to the President.

The Lafayette Junior Chamber of
Commerce, with a membership of around
40 young men active in community af-
fairs, sponsors numerous civic events in
addition to the safe driving competition
which is open to both boys and girls.
The organization, formed several years
ago, meets for a luncheon program on
the first Wednesday of each month and
gathers for a night meeting on the third
Wednesday. The officers are headed by
President Carroll Baudoin and the
others, in addition to Cary Moore, are
Alvin O'Fleruity, first vice president;
Scotty Brane, treasurer; and Gerry
Bush, secretary.

A Letter From the White House: No
Invitation to Chou En-lai

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CHARLES 0. PORTER

OF OREGON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the
REecorp, I include the following corre-
spondence between myself and the Presi-
dent and a brief statement which I is-
sued to the press today:

Avcusr 4, 19569.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

DeAr Mg. PRESIDENT: I agree with you that
an exchange of visits between you and Pre-
mier Ehrushchev may create better under-
standing between the United States and the
Soviet Union and thereby promote the cause
of peace. It seems to me that the cause of
peace could be promoted for exactly the
same reasons if you and Chou En-lai were to
exchange visits.

China, like the Soviet Union, is more
enemy than friend. China’s internal hate
campaign against the United States is well
known, as are China's aggressions in Korea
and against Talwan, But surely, if better
understanding might lead to peace between
us and the Soviet Union, we should at least
attempt better understanding through visi-
tor exchanges with China, at all ievels, to
promote the cause of peace in this area.

Of course this involves recognition of
China. This can be done without turning
“soft.” Recognition does not mean ‘orgive-
ness or approval. Willlam Macomber, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary of State, wrote me July
31, 1959:
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“As I have mentioned in previous letters
to you the fact that we maintain normal
diplomatic relations with a particular coun-
try does not imply that we approve or dis-
approve of its internal policies or practices.”

Your hopes and efforts, applauded by al-
most everyone, to achieve the end of nuclear
tests require that we recognize China, No
feasible inspection agreement can be con-
cluded without the participation of China,
the world's largest and most populous na-
tion,

Considering your great responsibilities and
the state of your health, your agreement to
go to Europe and to the Soviet Union may
very well rule out a trip by you to China in
the near future. With this in mind, and
with deep admiration for your selfless deci-
sion to make the trips to Europe and the
Soviet Union, I offer this alternative sug-
gestion: That you encourage visitor ex-
change on other levels. I refer particularly
to Members of Congress, journalists, national
leaders, teachers, and students.

Such visitor exchanges with China might
also lead to better understanding which
would promote peaceful relations with China
just as we are now trying to do with the
Soviet Union.

Sincerely,
CHARLES O. PORTER,
Member of Congress.
Avucust T, 1959.
The Honorable CHARLES O. PORTER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEeArR MR. PorRTER: Thank you for your let-
ter. I am glad to have your suggestion that
I exchange visits with Chou En-lal, as well
as your view that we should afford recogni-
tion to Red China.

I cannot agree with you that it would be
desirable for this country to give diplo-
matic recognition to Communist China or
for me to invite Chou En-lal to visit this
country. So long as the balance of ad-
vantage lies in maintaining our present poli-
cies In the Far East, I belleve we should not
change them. I believe these policies best
serve the cause of peace.

With best wishes.

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,
STATEMENT oOF CONGRESSMAN CHARLEs O.
PORTER, DEMOCRAT, OF OREGON, AUGUST 12,
1969

I appreciate the President’s personal at-
tention to my letter. However, I regret that
the only matter of substance was his flat
assumption that “the balance of advantage
lies in maintaining our present policies in
the Far East.” On the basis of this reason-
ing the President apparently believes that
“the balance of advantage' has tipped the
wrong way with respect to the Soviet Union.
That is presumably why he has invited
Ehrushchev to visit us, but not Chou En-
lal. In my opinion the President holds no
such views but they would naturally follow
from his letter to me.

The President did not comment on my
statement that visitor exchanges at all levels
with China could promote peace just as the
existing and expanding visitor exchange pro-
gram with the Soviet Union promotes better
understanding and peace.

Nor does the President suggest how we
can achieve an end to nuclear weapons test-
ing unless China subscribes to the inspec-
tion agreement.

‘While it is virtually unique, as well as an
honor and a pleasure, to receive a letter
from the President, and while it is gratify-
ing to know he has personally considered
this important matter, I would rather have
received a more responsive letter from one
of his assistants. Disputed issues of this

magnitude need responsive and responsible
discussion.

August 12

Report by Senator Saltonstall to People
of Massachusetts

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr., SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the United States is a proud Nation to-
day—proud of its democracy, proud of
its industry and especially proud of its
people—of the rights of the individual.

Mr. President, we must remain ever
on guard to see that this Nation remains
interested in the individual and that we
remain and grow as a Nafion of the
thrifty and hard-working. Of recent in-
terest has been the proposal to broaden
the number of those who are able to pro-
vide for their old age and declining years
through their personal efforts rather
than through Government means.

‘We now have industrial and corporate
pension plans where in a perfectly
proper way employers provide for the
retirement of their employees—showing
concern for them as individuals. But,
Mr. President, we must show that same
concern for those individuals not cov-
ered by corporate pension plans. Feel-
ing as I do on this subject, Mr. Presi-
dent, I recently wrote a report to my
constituents in Massachusetts. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

INDEPENDENCE—THE AMERICAN WAY

The foundation of the great democracy
we enjoy in the United States is the respect
our citizens hold for each other as individ-
uals.

Starting with our Declaration of Inde-
pendence representatives chosen by our peo-
ple have sought to build upon that founda-
tion.

Congress has always sought to keep the
balance of equal respect for all individuals.

At the present time a source of unbalance
is the law surrounding the ability of each
individual to provide for his own security in
later years.

The law now provides, for example, that
employers may set up pension plans for their
employees. An employer can deduct the an-
nual payments as a business expense., The
employee is not taxed until he receives the
pension in later years. Thus the whole
amount is not taxed to either employer or
employee for an interim period. This leg-
islation has led to the establishment of
many corporate pension funds and even to a
few set up by partnerships and individual
employers.

But this law omits the person who works
for himself. This man, independent and
self-supporting, deserves equal treatment
under the law, for his enterprise has con-
tributed greatly to our country's growth.

Our self-employed persons are the back-
bone of the country. They include the
highly trained professional people, many of
the master mechanics, small businessmen
who own their own commercial establish-
ments, and some manufacturers. From
these people come many of the ideas and
efforts that help build our country.

At present they are not permitted tax
deductions to set aside funds for their retire-
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ment even though they are, in essence, their
own employers and might be doing it for
their employees.

President Elsenhower recognized the prob-
lem when as a candidate in 1952 he said,
“When this legislation was being considered,
self-employed individuals were evidently
forgotten, yet they get old and sick just as
other people do.” Later, in his state of the
Union message in 1953, he stated that en-
couragement of pension plans for private
individuals should be an important part of
the legislative program.

Since then little has been done, unfortu-
nately to put this request into effect.

A bill now before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee which passed the House of Repre-
sentatives would correct a large part of this
deficlency in the present law.

H.R. 10 provides that self-employed per-
sons can set aside, in an irrevocable trust,
up to $2,500 per year. This amount will be
deductible from gross income for purposes
of income tax for the year the money was
received, but will be considered taxable in-
come upon retirement. The rate of tax at
retirement will probably be substantially
less, since the individual will no longer have
taxable earned income. The bill sets up
certain conditions as to the type of fund into
which the money is put and restrictions as
to the conditions under which any of the
funds thus set aside can be withdrawn.

The Senate Committee on Finance sched-
uled another hearing on this bill for August
11, and there is no way of determining at
this time whether it or a similar bill will
be reported by the Committee for Senate
action. One reason for this has been the
Treasury Department's opposition. The
Treasury has been concerned that the tax
relief offered will decrease the Federal rev-
nue and put the budget out of balance.

It correctly believes that the inflation
caused by the deficit financing arising from
an unbalanced budget will in effect weaken
the retirement programs of all of us—em-
ployed as well as self-employed.

I believe the Treasury must work to find
a way whereby a positive approach can be
taken to correct the inequity in our present
law, as the legislation basically is extreme-
ly important and only fair to large numbers
of our citizens. To avoid an unbalanced
budget the Treasury Department must seek
alternative revenue thereby avolding defi-
cit dangers.

The Treasury Department, in its opposi-
tion to H.R. 10 has stated that it believes:
(1) that it might cost the Federal Govern-
ment $300 million in tax revenue the first
year, (2) that the bill is not fairly written,
for although it corrects some of the inequi-
tles in our present setup, it does not cor-
rect them all, (3) that if the inequities were
corrected it might reduce Federal revenue
as much as $3 billion.

Advocates of the bill have stated that they
believe it will reduce revenue by only $100
million and that although it may not cor-
rect all of the inequities the opportunity to
correct some of them should not be lost.

The principle of this legislation is too im-
portant to be lost through a difference over
the way in which it should be put into
effect. It may be possible that by judiclous
amendment of the present legislation much
can be accomplished to correct many of the
inequities.

As far as the loss of revenue to the Treas-
ury is concerned, both sides are talking
about substantial sums of money. To this a
reasonable answer must be found. But since
this matter has already dragged on for so
many years, the best thing would be to get
the principle of a self-employed retirement
fund program established as soon as possi-
ble. The revenue loss to the Treasury could
be arranged so that the would
have a period of time to build up the alter-
native revenue sources,
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The United States has too long depended
upon its self-employed not to continue to
encourage them today. The self-employed
of this Nation are hardworking people. They
will continue to be so but we must not dis-
criminate against them.

I look forward to action on H.R. 10 or its
equivalent, and hope that the Finance
Committee can report a bill before the end
of this session. Too much depends upon
this matter of principle. The people have
demanded it; an inequity exists that must
be corrected.

The individual and individual opportunity
have been part of our proudest heritage in
this democracy. H.R. 10 helps fulfill this
prineiple.

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,

The Impact of Science on Our Society

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. JOHN E. FOGARTY

OF RHODE ISLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I should
like to include an address which I de-
livered at the 96th commencement of
Bryant College on July 31, 1959. The
address is entitled “The Impact of Sci-
ence on Our Society”:

THE IMPACT OF SCIENCE ON OUR SOCIETY

(Address of the Honorable JoHN E. FOGARTY,
Member of Congress from the Second Dis-
trict of Rhode Island, Veterans Memorial
Auditorium, Providence, R.I., at the 96th
commencement of Bryant College)
Gathered here this morning are several

hundreds of young men and women who
have successfully met another in the long
series of challenges by which each human
being is measured, from his first learned
response to his last influence before or
after his death.

Gathered here, too, are several thousands
of men, women, and children for whom this
commencement also signifies the successful
meeting of a challenge. For the award of
a diploma to an individual is not just tangi-
ble recognition of that individual's academiec
accomplishments; it is also, symbolically,
recognition of the accomplishment of par-
ents and loved ones who have given much
of themselves in order that a new and po-
tentially valuable member may be added to
the family of man.

Bryant College has witnessed many oc-
caslons such as this. Thousands of stu-
dents have studied here and, enlightened
and enriched by the experience, gone on to
productive, rewarding careers. For nearly
a century, the college has been a source of
pride to the community it serves by blend-
ing specialized education in business tech-
nigues and administration with the more
general education required for useful citizen-
ship in our complex and dynamic society.
It has had the vision and courage to pioneer
in educational methods and curriculum.
Yet it has never lost sight of its primary
mission: To educate the individual.

The educated individual is the key fac-
tor governing the strength and effectiveness
of our democracy. The incredibly rapid
sweep of events in the 20th century
places a special responsibility on all of us,
not only to keep abreast of our times, but
in a sense to keep ahead of our times.
This 1s nowhere more evident than in the
field of sclence. That is why I have chosen
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to share with you today some thoughts on
sclence and its impact on society.

What image do you have in your mind
when you think of the term “science”? Is
it the picture of nuclear power for instru-
ments of peace and weapons of destruction?
Is it manned missiles encircling the earth or
exploring the surfaces of the moon? Is it
probing the depths of the ocean, the molecu-
lar structure of metals, the chemistry of the
cells of the human body?

This is the kind of image most people have
when they think of science. They endow
science with qualities that tend to remove it
from the society 1t serves—to set it apart as
something mysterious and almost frighten-
ing in its potential for engendering sudden
and unpredictable change in our way of life.
In the same vein, scientists are commonly
viewed as obsessively motivated, highly in-
tellectual, socially naive individuals who
spend their llves satisfying their intense
curiosity to understand the phenomena of
the world and the universe about them.

Such images tend to create barriers to pub-
lic understanding of sclence, and public un-
derstanding is essential if science is to be an
even more effective force for the achieve=
ment of goals that are set by soclety.

Textbooks tell us that the essence of
sclence is the facts or principles or rules
which are used to explain or hold together
what man knows, and to help him discover
what he still does not know. The abstract
sclences deal with things that cannot be
touched, like numbers or thoughts; the nat-
ural sciences deal with things in nature,
such as men and stones and stars; and the
human or social sclences deal with the way
we think and act, alone or together. No
mater how it is classified, however, sclence is
characterized by what is known as the sclen-
tific method. And the application of the
scientific method to the study of man and
his universe has been a primary force direct-
ing and conditioning the growth of civiliza-
tion as we know it.

It is easy for us today to look back over
those relatively few years in which man
on this planet has recorded his history and
see how primitive science has evolved into
modern science. The use of metals—the
control of fire, the domestication of animals,
the planting and harvesting of crops, the
discovery of the wheel, the invention of writ-
ten language—these were scientific accom-
plishments which had a marked effect on
the subsequent history of mankind.

In the forward movement of science
through the intervening centuries—move-
ment assoclated with such names as Aris-
totle, Archimedes, Copernicus, Galileo, Kep-~
ler, Newton—there is evidence of a char-
acteristic of science that must be under-
stood by all of us who live today in a world
that is rapidly becoming a scientific world.
This characteristic is, if you will, the falli-
bility of sclence. It is the only source of
knowledge whose truth can be tested by
experiment., Its methods and results must
be reliable or they are discarded. But what
is called scientific truth is not, and must
not be thought to be, always absolute and
final. Often the information on which
scientific conclusions are based is incom-
plete. Thus scientific knowledge is contin-
ually growing and continuously being re-
vised. Science cannot answer, and it is not
the answer to, all of the gquestions of soclety.
It cannot tell all about man, where he came
from or where he is going. It cannot tell
all about the universe. And while we build
and strengthen sclence because we expect it
to bulld and strengthen our soclety, it is im-
portant that we recognize both the limlita-
tions of science and the dangers it brings
along with its many blessings.

I shall not try to summarize the ways
sclence affects our dally life. Directly and
indirectly, it has made us richer—not only
in material and technological miracles that
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are accepted as commonplace, but in leisure
time, tools for study, and opportunity to
create things of beauty. The tempo of
scientific discovery in the 20th century has
been incredibly rapid. All sciences have
moved forward and literally hundreds of
new sciences have been generated. Terms
like supersonics, thermodynamics, plasties,
biochemistry, nuclear physics and astro-
nautics become meaningful parts of our vo-
cabulary. And we invest heavily in pro-
grams seeking greater control of power, new
forms of matter, freedom from hunger and
disease. Yes, science is a dominant force
in our society. Its evidences are every-
where—in our homes, in our industrial and
agricultural economy, in our transportation
and communications systems, in our com-
munities, in our places of work and of learn-
ing. One has only to think of the ways
science and scientific advances have in-
fluenced your own chosen field of business
administration and practices to realize the
extent to which science is interwoven into
the total fabric of our soclety.

We tend to think of the product and in-
fluence of science in positive terms. But
Just as In the scientific process each major
advance highlights other sclentific prob-
lems that require solution, so the total
forward movement of our scientifically ori-
ented society is threatened by dangers which
must be recognized and met.

Can we, for example, find ways to use for
human betterment the powers that science
has given us for weapons of destruction?

Can we use our advanced communications
systems to achieve the kind of understand-
ing that will lead to peace among the peo-
ples of the earth?

Is there a solution for the situation which
find some nations producing in excess of
their nutritional needs while other nations
are starving?

Although sclence can make nearly every-
thing necessary for life out of certain raw
materials, not all nations have a supply of
these raw materials. Can we learn to share
them so that no nation will have to go to
war to win its share of needed substances?
Moreover, there are just so many raw ma-
terials in the earth and no more. Can science
find substitutes for old sources of energy
before the earth's resources are depleted?

Can we find certaln ways to protect our-
selves against the environmental hazards
and stresses that we ourselves have created?

Can we eliminate or bring under control
the diseases that cause crippling and pre-
mature death?

Is there a way for soclety to manage its
affairs so that everybody has an equal
chance? Can economic and social and po-
litical forces learn how to avold peaks and
depressions in a total economy?

These are the kinds of challenges we face.
Under a broad and comprehensive definition
of science, they are scientific challenges—
or, more precisely, challenges in the ulti-
mate application of the scientific method.

Whether the challenges will be met is
dependent upon man himself. Man lifted
himself above the level of animals because
he alone, of all the forms of life on earth,
was able, by thought and work, to gain
control over the forces of nature. He lifted
himself from savagery and barbarism to
civilization. This has not been a steady
gradual process. Soclial organization and
moral ideals have lagged behind the con-
trol over nature. We must use all of our
talents and capacities to bridge the great
gap that exists between the scientific accom-
plishments of man and his much less ad-
vanced social thinking and actlon,

This is one of the reasons why the Indi-
vidual and his education are of such critical
importance today. For each individual
member of our society is a precious resource,
to be nurtured, challenged, and given every
opportunity to make a contribution to the
solution of the great and small problems
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that beset soclety as it moves ahead to
meet—as I know it will meet—the chal-
lenges that lie ahead.

There are many ways in which the func-
tions of an elected representative of the
people to the Federal Government permit
him to contribute to the achievement of
the goals we all share. I, for example, have
served the people of the Second District of
Rhode Island for nearly two decades in the
House of Representatives. There are three
general ways in which that responsibility
is reflected in my actions.

First, it is my responsibility to act for
and on behalf of the people of my district.
This means I must know them, their views,
and their wishes, and faithfully reflect them
on all matters of interest to my constituency.

Second, it is my responsibility to take
an active and informed part in all matters
of national and international consequence.
In this sense, each elected representative
serves the people of the Nation as a whole,
as well as his own constituents.

Finally, it is my speclal responsibility to
review and recommend appropriations for
the activities of two departments of the
executive branch—the Department of Labor,
and the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. This committee assignment
gives me an opportunity to study in depth
the work of many Federal agencies that have
a direct and personal effect on the lives of
all of us. Out of the complex of activities
in these Departments, I have chosen to men-
tion here today two that bear on my topie
“The Impact of Science on Soclety.”

Within the U.S. Office of Education, there
has recently come into being a program
which loans funds to brilliant young stu-
dents in order to help them acquire higher
education in the physical sciences. Called
the National Defense Education Act and now
in its second year, this program will help
recruit and train a number of young people
for careers in one segment of our Nation’'s
total scientific endeavor.

While I gave my support to this program,
and would do so again under the present cir-
cumstances, I know I will not be misunder-
stood Iif I say I wish it had not been neces-
sary for this legislation to be enacted.

In the first place, such emergency pro-
grams are always less efficlent and effective
than the orderly and sustained growth in
depth and in strength of the total education-
al system. A nation such as ours should be
well able to afford a system of elementary,
secondary, and higher education which
would have the capacity routinely to meet
our national needs; more than this, we can-
not afford not to have such a system. But
there are grave present inadeguacies In
our educational system—inadequacies which
threaten to become critical deficits in the
years ahead. Our educational facilities are
being outdistanced by population growth
and change. The salaries and other com-
pensations for teachers are not commensu-~
rate with their services, and the teacher
shortage becomes increasingly acute. And
higher education is fast becoming out of
reach for too many of our young men and
women who should have an opportunity for
such education.

The crisis in education is a local, State,
and national problem. The public has a
right to expect vigorous, enlightened leader-
ship from Washington so that our full re-
sources can be directed to its solution. Ire-
gret to say that such leadership has not been
forthcoming. The administration has toyed
with the problem but has backed away from
any affirmative action. As a result, little
bits of the problem—Ilike the speclal impetus
to sclence education to which I just referred
—have been touched. But the heart of the
problem remains, and will remain until the
people of the United States decide how much
importance they attach to sound education
and make their views known to their repre=~
sentatives In government at all levels.
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~ A second scientific activity of the Federal
Government with which I am closely asso-
ciated is medical research, In this activity,
I am happy to be able to report that the
public interest is being well served. During
the past 15 years, there has been gratifying
and sustained growth in the Nation’s in-
vestment in medical research, with about
equal support from Federal and non-Federal
sources. What began in 1946 as & spotty,
uncertain program has emerged into a com-
prehensive, stable, productive effort of which
every citizen can he proud. We are now
able to provide for the needs of most of the
competent scientists who have sound re-
search ideas and work in an established re-
search environment. At the same time, rec-
ognizing that investments in science are
long-term investments, we have an active
program for the advanced training of medi-
cal research scientists and another to assist
in the construction of medical research fa-
cilities.

I am proud to say that my name Is closely
linked with that part of this effort which
has Federal origin, particularly the National
Institutes of Health, a bureau of the U.S.
Public Health Service in Bethesda, Md. I
have supported this program because of my
deeply rooted conviction that the health of
our people has a direct correlation with the
strength, well-being, and productivity of our
Nation—a conviction that has been borne
out by the progress that has been made
since we embarked on a renewed medical
research activity after World War II,

There are all sorts of objective measures
of the advances which have occurred when
knowledge derived from medical research has
been applied in medical and public health
practice. There are increases In life ex-
pectancy. There are diseases that can be
prevented, conditions that can be amelio-
rated or cured, lives that can be saved. In
the health sciences as in the other sciences,
an endless succession of ever more complex
problems stretches out ahead. But we can
be glad that we have taken and are taking
and will take the necessary steps to assure
that one by one, as scientific knowledge per-
mits, the major health issues of today will
crumble before the diversified and brilliant
attack of our medical research workers. Per-
haps not in my lifetime, but almost certainly
in yours, we will see better ways to prevent
or cure cancer, better ways to control heart
disease, better ways to protect against and
treat certain of the mental illnesses.

It is this thought—this awareness of the
intimate relationship between medical re-
search and the people’s health, and be-
tween science and the fulfillment of man’s
total aspirations—that I would leave with
you today.

You who are being honored here for the
completion of your work at Bryant College
have essential roles in our complex world
of tomorrow. Science has made all of us
world citizens. It has enlarged our spheres
of activity so that neither we, our commu-
nity, nor our Natlon can be in fact separate
or independent. This places a high pre-
mium on the responsibility of soclety to pro-
vide an opportunity for each of its individ-
ual members to reach his full potential. And
it emphasizes the responsibility of the in-
dividual to use his full potential for the
betterment of the soclety of which he is a
part.

To you who are graduating from this fine
institution—best wishes in whatever you do
in the years ahead. ¥You have been well
educated here. Use your education.

To your parents and friends who have
come here this morning because they love
¥you, are proud of your accomplishment, and
would not willingly be anywhere else when
you are being singled out for recognition—
to them, congratulations for a different
kind of accomplishment, a kind you will
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understand better when it is your sons and
daughters who are graduating from college.

To those who administer and instruct at
Bryant College—a special word of gratitude.
There is no finer contribution that an in-
dividual can make than to educate.

And to all of you—students, parents,
stafl, and friends—may I convey the abiding
respect and confidence that is shared by
all who have reason to know Bryant Col-
lege and its graduates. The people of Provi-
dence and of Rhode Island are proud of
Bryant's long and distinguished service and
are proud, too, that it is numbered among
this little State’s large family of educa-
tional institutions.

I am sure that those who are graduating
today will do honor to Bryant College as,
in their work and in their daily lives, they
reflect what they have learned here.

World Coffee Production

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. VICTOR L. ANFUSO

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, the re-
sults of two recent surveys on world
coffee production and U.S. coffee con-
sumption are of great interest to those
of us concerned with inter-American
trade relations.

These surveys were published by the
Pan-American Coffee Bureau, an instru-
ment of 13 Latin American coffee-pro-
ducing nations. One survey relates to
coffee consumption in this country, the
largest coffee importing nation in the
world, from 1950 to 1959.

The studies are detailed and authori-
tative. The bureau has published its
annual statistical review of world coffee
trade for the past 22 years. I{ has con-
ducted regular surveys of U.S. coffee con-
sumption since 1950. This year, the U.S.
survey was made by an independent re-
search agency, Corby Research Service
of New Rochelle, N.Y.

The report on coffee consumption by
the people of the United States is a study
in depth of the current market in this
country. It reveals that since 1950 our
people have increased their coffee drink-
ing by 100 million cups a day, from 290
to 390 million. It further shows that 75
percent of our population, 10 years of age
or over, now drinks coffee on an average
of four cups a day.

The report states that the most strik-
ing increase in U.S. coffee drinking in the
past decade is a spectacular rise of 100
percent in the number of cups being
drunk between meals—that is, during
coffee breaks. The coffee break has be-
come well established as a national in-
stitution and now accounts for 28 per-
cent of our total coffee consumption.

Americans between the ages of 30 and
40 comprise the largest category of cof-
fee drinkers, according to the report,
consuming an average of more than
four cups daily. On a regional basis, the
far West leads the Nation in its coffee
consumption, followed by the Midwest,
the East, and the South.

For the inveterate coffee drinker, the
most interesting aspect of this study re-
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lates to what might be termed the
“guality gap” between U.S. coffee con-
sumption and U.S. coffee use. While we
now consume 35 percent more coffee
than we did 10 years ago, we are using
only 10 percent more pounds. This
means, according to the report, that
“Americans are drinking a much weaker
brew—than the average cup of coffee
being served in U.S. homes today is being
brewed at a rate of nearly 65 cups to
the pound, whereas the recommended
rate for the best flavor and maximum
body is 40 cups to the pound.”

The report explains that the trend to-
ward weak coffee began a few years ago
when coffee prices were high and has not
yet reversed itself, even though coffee
prices are again at 1950 levels or below.
In this connection, the survey also points
out that while wholesale and retail coffee
prices are back to 1950 levels, 87 percent
of all eating places now charge a dime
per cup, while in 1950 more than half
charged a nickel.

All of this is, of course, interesting
sociological data, but it is more. For
those concerned with inter-American
trade relations and the economic welfare
of our hemisphere, these statistics have a
special significance. This can best be
illustrated by relating the information
supplied in the U.S. report to that in-
cluded in the Bureau's statistical review
of world coffee trade.

During 1958, the world review informs
us, six Latin American countries relied
on coffee for more than half of their for-
eign currency receipts. For Guatemala,
Haiti, and El Salvador, the proportion
last year exceeded 70 percent. For Co-
lombia, 85 percent. And for Brazil,
which in a recent year obtained almost
70 percent of its foreign trade receipts
from coffee exports, the 1958 level fell
to 55 percent, due to relatively low ship-
ments.

To further realize the dependence of
our Latin American coffee-producing
neighbors on U.S. imports and con-
igmption. consider these economic fac-

r's:

First. In terms of dollar volume, coffee
remains the most valuable agricultural
commodity imported into this country,
ranking second only to petroleum prod-
ucts in total import value.

Second. Of total world exports of 3614
million bags of coffee in 1958, the United
States imported approximately 20 mil-
lion. Latin American producing na-
tions supplied 72 percent of the world
total and 85 percent of the U.S. total.

Third. In turn, Latin American cof-
fee-producing nations comprised nearly
20 percent of the total U.S. export mar-
ket, purchasing nearly $315 billion
worth of merchandise from this coun-

Fourth. Because nearly a million more
tons of coffee were grown than were
consumed last year, foreign exchange
earnings of the Latin American pro-
ducing nations continued to decline,
since coffee accounts for an average of
24 percent of the exchange earnings of
the area.

Fifth. Between 1957 and 1958 the de~
cline in dollar earnings from U.S. im-
ports from Pan American Coffee Bureau
nations amounted to nearly $205 mil-
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lion. As the report points out, where
this reduction occurred in countries de-
pending heavily on dollar earnings, and
where it was relatively substantial, the
result in hemispheric trade relations
was more balance-of-payments and in-
ternal fiscal difficulties.

However, the report states, despite
overproduction and accumulating sur-
pluses of green coffee, an orderly market
was maintained during 1958 through
concerted action by all of the Latin
American producing countries. Credit
is given here to the operation of the
Latin American Coffee Agreement,
which went into effect October 1, 1958.

These two reports shed light on Latin
American coffee’s role as the indispens-
able denominator of inter-American
trade and a healthy hemispheric econ-
omy. If any conclusion is to be drawn
from these studies, it is that the United
States, as the world’s largest coffee im-
porter and as the good neighbor of Cen-
tral and South America, has a definite
stake in the efforts being made to solve
the growing world coffee crisis.

We cannot stand detached while the
economies of 15 Western Hemisphere
nations struggle for stability and sur-
vival, nor can we safely adhere to a
wait-and-see attitude. For, as I have
said before, events are moving swiftly
in Latin America, and our own self in-
terest dictates that we must anticipate
rather than react to consequences.

Our Latin American coffee-produc-
ing neighbors have taken giant strides
with considerable sacrifice toward solv-
ing their dilemma. But it is not simply
their problem, it is ours as well. Only
through an active interest in this prob-
lem and through continued cooperation
can we of the United States maintain
the symbol of coffee as the cup of
friendship in the Americas.

Religious and Racial Discrimination
Amendment to Mutual Security Appro-
priation Bill, H.R. 8385

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WAYNE MORSE

OF OREGON
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Wednesday, August 12, 1959

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, today I
testified, together with the Senators from
New York [Mr. Javirs and Mr. KEATING],
in support of my amendment to the mu-
tual security appropriation bill, H.R.
8385. My amendment deals with the
elimination of religious and racial dis-
crimination on the part of any country
which enters into mutual security agree-
ments with the United States. As the
debate on this matter previously showed,
Saudi Arabia, Norway, and Iceland, for
example, follow discriminatory practices
against some Americans because of their
race, religious faith, or color.

This matter was before the Senate
when my amendment to the mutual se-
curity authorization bill was defeated by
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a vote of 47 to 43, although I am satis-

fied that a considerable number of Sen-

ators who voted against my amendment

did so, as they have told me since, be=

cause they were not aware of the impor=

tance of the amendment.

I thought I owed it to the Committee
on Appropriations—and the Senators
from New York agreed with my position
procedurally—to offer the amendment in
committee for the committee’s consider-
ation, so that when it reached the floor
later, if it were not adopted by the com-
mittee, the argument could not be raised
that the amendment had not been offered
in committee.

My testimony speaks for itself. I ask
unanimous consent that the testimony I
offered in the Committee on Appropria-
tions in support of my amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr., KUCHEL. While I was in the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs this morning, and not in the Com-~
mittee on Appropriations, at the time the
able Senator from Oregon spoke, I did
attend the latter part of the hearing
before the Committee on Appropria-
tions. I took occasion to read the
printed comments of the Senator from
Oregon. I think they present as excel-
lent and as persuasive a document as I
have read with respect to any given
issue. I merely desired to have the Sen-
ator from Oregon know my reaction.

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from California
very, very much.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEcorp, as follows:

BSTATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE BEFORE
SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, AUGUST
12, 1959, oN RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL DISCRIM-
INATION AMENDMENT TO MUTUAL SECURITY
APPROPRIATIONS Biin, H.R. 8385
Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

mittee, I appreclate this opportunity to ap-

pear before your committee to urge accept-
ance of an amendment to the mutual secu-
rity appropriations bill which will put the

Congress of the United States on record in

opposition to any policy by our Government

which acquiesces in discrimination against

American citizens on the grounds of their

race or religion.

The U.S. Senate is firmly opposed to such
discriminatory practices, I am convinced.
The question is whether this is the legisla-
tive time and place to raise this issue. My
answer is that it is always appropriate to
raise this issue, and it is especially appro-
priate when we are discussing a measure to
strengthen the United States and the free
world.

The adoption of the amendment I now
propose will make for a stronger America,
It will make clear to the world that we mean
it ‘when we say we are a Nation of free
men dedicated to the preservation of human
rights and the dignity of man,

The language of the amendment I ask you
to adopt reads as follows:

“It is the sense of Congress that none of
the funds appropriated or otherwise made
avallable by this Act should be used for
furnishing assistance to any nation which
as a matter of declared policy or practice,
as determined by the President, creates dis-
tinctions because of their race or religion
among American citizens in the granting of
personal or commercial access or any other
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rights otherwise available to United States
citizens generally.”

This amendment 1s modeled on the Leh-
man resolution which was wunanimously
adopted by the Senate on July 25, 1056, That
resolution reads as follows:

“Whereas the protection of the Integrity
of United States citizenship and of the
proper rights of United States citizens in
their pursuit of lawful trade, travel, and
other activities abroad is a principle of
United States sovereignty; and

“Whereas 1t is a primary principle of our
Nation that there shall be no distinction
among United States citizens based on their
individual religious affiliations and since any
attempt by foreign nations to create such
distinctions among our citizens in the grant-
ing of personal or commercial access or any
rights otherwise avallable to United States
citizens generally is inconsistent with our
prineiples: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sen-
ate that it regards any such distinctions di-
rected against United States citizens as in-
compatible with the relations that should
exist among friendly nations, and that in
all negotiations between the United States
and any foreign state every reasonable effort
should be made to maintain this prineiple.”

The Lehman resolution was adopted be-
cause of the widespread revulsion in this
country against our Government's tolera-
tion of discriminatory practices by certain
Near East countries against American Jews.
There was particular concern over our agree-
ment with Saudi Arabia which permitted
that country to bar American soldiers of
Jewish faith from a base which our country
maintained at Dhahran.

All of you are familiar with these facts.
I am confident that there is universal dis-
approval of this policy of exclusion and
discrimination. Certainly no one in the
administration or in the Congress would
want to defend this policy on the ground of
principle or morality.

It is interesting to note that after the
Lehman resolution was adopted wunani-
mously by the Senate in 1956, both the ma-
jor political parties adopted strong planks
on this issue at their national conventions
in the summer of that year.

The Democrats said at Chicago:

“We oppose, as contrary to American prin-
cliples, the practice of any government which
discriminates against American citizens on
grounds of race or religion. We will not
countenance any arrangement or treaty with
any government which by its terms or in
its practical application would sanction
such practices.”

And the Republicans sald at San Fran-
cisco:

“We approve appropriate action to oppose
the imposition by foreign governments of
discrimination against U.S. citizens, based
on their religion or race.”

The language of both statements is clear
and forthright. It is regrettable that in too
many instances those fine statements con-
stitute mere words.

The U.S. agreement with Saudi Arabia,
which was negotiated in 1952, was to expire
early In 1857. There was every reason to
hope, in view of the Senate resolution and
the declaration of both the political parties,
that the administration would say to the
Saudl Arabian Government, firmly and hon-
estly, that this was a reciprocal agreement
conferring benefits on both parties; that it
obligated each to respect the other, and
that we could no longer accept an arrange-
ment which contradicts the fundamental
American principle that all Americans are
entitled to the equal protection of the law
in the United States. We hoped that we
would tell Saudi Arabia that the United
States could not permit any country to de-
grade any American into second-class citi-
zenship.
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King Saud came to Washington in 1957.
He was given a most unusual welcome.
President Eisenhower went to the airport to
receive him personally. It is true, of course,
that he did not receive a red carpet recep-
tion in New York City, a fact which dis-
pleased him, but which should not have sur-
prised him too much since so many people
who live in New York would not be allowed
to enter Saudi Arabia on any kind of a
carpet.

It is to be regretted that the agreement
between the United States and Saudi Arabla
in respect to the Dhahran Air Base extended
another 5 years without providing for the
termination of these offensive anti-Jewish
screening procedures. It has been stated
that we made some protest to Saudi Arabia—
but the King was in no mood to defer to our
concern. As the late SBecretary Dulles told
the press at a conference on April 23, 1957:

“We brought up the matter * * * during
the talks that took place when EKing Saud
was here. I did not find his attitude at that
moment very receptive, largely perhaps * * *
because of the fact that he felt that he had
not been given nondiscriminatory treatment
himself in the city of New York.”

But, the new agreement went much fur-
ther than the old., For we now agreed to
extend substantial economic and military
ald to Saudi Arabia. We agreed to train
Saudi Arablian pilots and naval personnel
and to expand the port at Damman.

In following this course of action, we re-
newed and confirmed an offensive and un-
American arrangement. We made possible
the practice of discrimination against Amer-
icans overseas and, in certain instances, the
abridging of the rights of American citizens
here in the United States.

This was an abysmal surrender of princi-
ple, an abasement unworthy of our country,
repugnant to our Constitution, defamatory
of our flag. We did this, apparently, because
the administration believed that we had to
surrender principle to convenience, because
it was necessary to yleld up the dignity of
Americans for consideration of expediency.
This degrading course of action was followed
because some people thought, apparently,
that it was in the best interests of U.S. for-
eign policy.

Mr. Chairman, I am vitally concerned
about the security and defense of the United
States. But I insist that there is not a single
valid consideration which dictated or justi-
fied this course of action. It was expediency,
nothing more nor less.

Is the base at Dhahran so essential to the
defense of the United States that it must
be maintained at the expense of precious
human rights? Should we discriminate
against our own fellow citizens by signing
international agreements conceived in bigot-
ry and born of shameful expediency? Should
we accept the alibl that the security of the
United States makes this base at Dhahran a
vitally important one?

I deny this categorically., For the Dhahran
base is not a military base,

I have the testimony of the late Secretary
of State himself. F

The Department of State Bulletin, August
26, 1957, page 348, quotes a remark made by
Mr. Dulles during his August 6, 1956, press
conference. He was asked about applying
inspection procedures to bases in the Middle
East. He replied:

“Answer. Well, we have no bases in the
Middle East (addendum: excluding North
Africa) unless you include Turkey, and that
would be covered in this plan, I presume.

“Question. Dhahran?

“Answer. That is not a military base.

“Question. Mr. Secretary, on another sub-
ject, don't you think that—

“Answer. Excuse me. We have certain
rights there but we do not—but that is not
operated as a military base."”

Mr. Thomas E. Finletter, former Secretary
of the Air Force, believes that “* * * the
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value of the Dhahran base is relatively small
and that it can be replaced, but that the
value of the principle involved is high and
cannot be replaced.” He has stated:

“There has been much unfounded talk
about the ‘vital’ necessity of the Dhahran
airfield to the interests of the United States.
I think I am reasonably aware of the im-
portance of the base structure of our Air
Force and I cannot agree with the idea that
any one base such as Dhahran is vital. I
happen to believe that our base structure
should be strengthened well beyond its pres-
ent state but there are many places other
than Dhahran where a substitute base for
Dhahran and the additional bases which are
needed could be located. I do not belleve
that the need for the Dhahran airbase in
any way requires us to sacrifice the principles
in which the American people believe.”

Are we making this intolerable concession
to expedlency because of oll? Since oll was
first discovered in Saudi Arabia, we have
been warned periodically that the Arabian
American Oil Co. might lose its advanta-
geous position in Saudi Arabia unless our
foreign policy conformed with that of Ring
Saud. We heard this in 1948; we were then
threatened with the loss of oil if we sup-
ported the United Nations resolution calling
for the partition of Palestine. It turned
out to be an empty threat then. It will
always be empty as long as Saudi Arabia has
no place to sell its oll except to the West and
as long as oil reserves continue their enor-
mous expansion. Saudl Arabla needs oll
royalties just as much as Aramco needs oil,
And let no one confuse the corporate and
constitutional entities that are known as
Aramco and the United States. They are not
one and the same.

‘We will lose Saudi Arabla as an ally? This
question is predicated on 1illusion. I se-
riously question whether Saudi Arabia would
ever consider itself an ally of the United
States. This is not the place for an ex-
tended review of our policy. But I do want
to place on record my view that »ur Gov-
ernment miscalculated in 1957. At that
time, there was a belief in high gquarters
that Eing Saud would embrace the Middle
East doetrine, which was then under debate,
and that he might become the kingpin of
our Middle East pollcy. This was the rea-
son for the elaborate state visit and the
lavish favors conferred on Saudi Arabia at
that time, But within a few months, Saudi
Arabia again insisted on being mneutralist.
It wanted no part of the Middle East doc-
trine. During the 1957 Syrian crisis, Saudl
Arabia’s U.N. delegate lashed at the United
States and the West at the United Nations
in language so intemperate and shocking
that our Government was constrained to ask
whether he was really expressing the views
of his King. Was he? We have never found
out. However, anyone who thinks the
United States can ever count on the King
of Saudl Arabla as an ally of the United
States In the cause of freedom holds a view
that I think is very questionable. The King
of Saudi Arabla does not belleve in democ-
racy. He is no respecter of human rights.
He is a tyrannical absolute monarch who
stl.l mainfains a slave market., Human
rights, human dignity, human Iliberty for
the masses of the people are as foreign to
his form of totalitarianism as is the case
with communism.

Let us be clear on one major point, The
United States will never succeed in estab-
lishing a strong and respected policy in the
Middle East unless it is prepared to demon-
strate its strength—and not its weakness, I
am not talking about any fleet maneuver or
military parade of might—I am taiking
about strength of conviction and loyalty to
principle. I believe—and I know that many
experts on the Near East have felt this way—
that the peoples of the Arab world—indeed,
the peoples of Asla and Afriea—wlill have
much more respect and admiration for us if
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we refuse to be deflected from our funda-
mental principles. Our loyalty to the guar-
antees of the Constitution of the United
States is our great strength. When we re-
treat from the principle of equal citizen-
ship for all of our cltizens because of pres-
sure from a foreign monarch who threatens
to deny us alrbase accommodations unless
we surrender to expediency, we lose prestige
and respect all over the world. The for-
eign policy of the United States must be
made in Washington, not in any foreign
capital. It must be consistent with the
equality of citizenship rights of the Consti-
tution of the United States. It should
strengthen the human rights goals of the
Charter of the United Nations. It must not
be trimmed or tortured to fit the prejudices
and passions of other governments.

But instead of strength, we have shown
weakness. Once a democratic government
ylelds and retreats before the threats of prej-
udice and expediency in the formulation of
international agreements, it becomes less
and less able to resist undesirable diplomatic
pressure and it subjects itself to further and
more intolerable diplomatic impositions. It
is no accident that the Arab boycott against
American Jews grew in intensity after the
renegotiation of the Saudi Arabia base. In
early 1958, the leading American Jewish or-
ganizations submitted to this body a docu-
ment in which they pointed out:

“The Arab blockade and boycott of Israel
has now been extended by the Arab League
to a systematlc boycott and blacklisting of
any American enterprize that maintains per-
manent business connections with Israel or
with Israel firms and indeed to a worldwide
effort to boycott any business owned by
Jews.

“The Arab League maintains a public
blacklist of American and other companies
that invest in Israel, maintain branches, as-
sembly operations, or distribution outlets
there, or that license patents for Israel use.

“American vessels that stop at Israel ports
are denied permission to make calls at Arab
ports.

“American planes that land in Israel are
forbidden to fly over Arab territories.

“No American is permitted to enter an
Arab land from Israel except on official
business,

“Americans who are Jews are a special tar-
get of the Arab boycott. Saudl Arabia, par-
ticularly, refuses to allow the Arablan-
American Oil Co. or other concessionaires
t0 employ Jews for work In Saudi Arabia.
Most Arab League states refuse visas to Jew-
ish travelers and some refuse to allow Jews
to land even in transit. * * *

“The Arab League has been circulating
questionnalres to chambers of commerce and
individual companies throughout the world
inquiring whether specified companies were
controlled by Jews or employed Jews, * * *

“The United States has subsidized the ex-
port of wheat to (Arab) countries * * * out
of tax funds supplied by all our citizens.
The Arab League States refuse to ship their
American wheat on blacklisted vessels or to
buy wheat from American exporters who are
Jews or who have dealings with Israel. * * *
In effect, therefore, the United States submits
to the operation of the Arab boycott and
Americans are taxed for a wheat subsidy plan
from which they are barred."”

The Jewish organizations which submitted
this memorandum declared:

“The Arab boycott of Americans is inter-
national intimidation; it thrives on appease-
ment and capitulation. We are confident
that Americans deplore the Arab boycott and
will want to resist this impairment of the
rights and privileges of American citizenship.
We are confident, too, that if the U.S. Gov=
ernment would strongly oppose this inter-
national blackmail and medieval bigotry, the
Arab boycott against Americans inevitably
would end.
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“In the light of the foregoing, we, the
undersigned, declare our repugnance of the
Arab boycott and urge all commercial firms
to resist it with every legal means at their
command. At the same time, we express our
firm hope that our own Government will pro-
hibit racial or religious discrimination
against American citlizens in the administra-
ton of any treaties or executive agreements
to which it affixes Its signature.”

Mr. Chairman, I wish to emphasize that my
amendment is intended and designed by me
to be universal in its application. I have
not singled out Saudi Arabia or any other
Arab country for singular or exceptionable
treatment. My amendment would apply to
any and all foreign powers that insist on in-
cluding in any international agreement
with the United States discriminations be-
tween and among U.S. citizens based upon
race, color, or religious faith.

It is true that the Government of Saudi
Arabla has been a notorious offender in this
matter because of the anti-Semitic policies
toward American Jewish citizens which it
has insisted must be acceded to by our Gov-
ernment in its international agreement with
Saudi Arabia under the Dhahran airbase.
However, there are other instances of dis-
criminatory practices against certain Amer-
ican citizens followed by other governments,
and there is the constant danger that if we
surrender our ideals in respect to this prin-
ciple to one nation, other nations in diplo~
matic negotiations may use it as a bargaining
threat.

I am informed that Norway still discrimi-
nates against American citizens who may be
Jesuilt clergymen. My amendment would ap-
ply to that situation, as well. I understand
that Iceland discriminates against American
citizens who may be Negroes. My amend-
ment would cover that situation also.

Further, let me make clear that I do not
argue in support of the proposition that we
have any right to interfere with the sover-
elgn right of a foreign government to deter-
mine for itself its own domestic public policy
in regard to its attitude toward the people of
any particular race, color, or religious faith.
What I do argue is that in exercising our
sovereign rights as a democratic government
based upon the constitutional guarantee of
equality of citizenship, we have the duty to
make clear to any foreign sovereign power
that we will not enter into a treaty or execu-
tive agreement with such a government un-
less it is willing to grant the same rights
and privileges under that agreement to all
American citizens irrespective of their race,
color, or religious faith.

Mr. Chairman, I submit to you that the
time has come to stop this abject accom-
modation to the hatreds and hostilities of
others. I do not suggest that we should try
to reform the world. I know, Mr. Chalrman,
that we are subject to the charge that our
hands are not as clean as we should like
them to be. Much can be sald in criticlsm
of our own failings on the domestic scene.
And I do not believe that we can use the
mutual security program as an instrument
whereby we will persuade other govern-
ments to revise domestic practices with re-
spect to their own ecltizens which seem
inequitable to us. But I do insist, Mr. Chair-
man, that we must always resist any policies
or practices by foreign governments which
create distinctions between Americans, and
which deny some of our citizens rights which
are accorded to others. And certainly, we
should not place our blessing on such in-
tolerable affronts by subsidizing them with
grants and loans provided by American tax-
payers—even, Ironically, by some who are
the victims of these discriminations,

The history of American diplomacy is
replete with many examples of a stirring and
honorable stand taken by our Government in
defense of the rights of the American people
regardless of their race or creed. BSecretary
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of State Lewis Cass declared that the object
of our foreign policy is “not merely to protect
a Catholiec in a Protestant country, a Protes-
tant in a Catholic country, a Jew in a Chris-
tian country, but an American in all coun-
tries.” (Quoted in “American Diplomacy,”
by J. B. Moore, p. 135; 1805.)

In 1885, when Austro-Hungary refused to
accept an American minister-designate be-
cause his wife was Jewish, Secretary of State
Thomas F. Bayard declared:

“Religious liberty is the chief cornerstone
of the American system of government, and
provisions for its security are imbedded in
the written charter and interwoven in the
moral fabric of its laws.

“Anything that tends to invade a right
s0 essential and sacred must be carefully
guarded against, and I am satisfied that my
countrymen, ever mindful of the sufferings
and sacrifices necessary to obtain it, will
never consent to its impairment for any
reason or under any pretext whatsoever.

“It is not belleved by the President that
& doctrine and practice so destructive of
religious liberty and freedom of conscience,
s0 devold of catholicity, and so opposed to
the spirit of the age in which we live, can
for a moment be accepted by the great family
of civilized nations or be allowed to control
their diplomatic intercourse.

“Certainly it is, it will never, in my belief,
be accepted by the people of the United
States nor by any administration which
represents their sentiments.”

The United States refused at that time
to support the Austro-Hungarian position.
In his annual message to Congress, December
8, 1885, President Cleveland declared:

“Question has arisen with the Government
of Austria-Hungary touching the representa-
tion of the United States at Vienna. Having
under my constitutional prerogative, ap-
pointed an estimable citizen of unimpeach-
able probity and competence as Minister at
that court, the Government of Austro-Hun-
gary invited this Government to take cogni-
zance of certain exceptions, based upon al-
legations against the personal acceptability of
Mr. Keiley, the appointed envoy, asking that
in view thereof, the appointment should be
withdrawn. The reasons advanced were
such as could not be acquiesced in, without
violation of my oath of office and the pre-
cepts of the Constitution, since they neces-
sarily involved a limitation in favor of a
foreign government upon the right of selec-
tion by the Executive, and required such an
application of a religious test as a qualifica-
tion for office under the United States as
would have resulted in the practical dis-
franchisement of a large class of our citizens
and the abandonment of a vital principle in
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our Government. The Austro-Hungarian
Government finally decided mnot to receive
Mr. Keiley as the envoy of the United States,
and that gentleman has since resigned his
commission leaving the post vacant. I have
made no new nomination, and the interests
of this Government in Vienna are now in the
care of the Secretary of Legation, acting as
chargé d'affaires ad interim.”

In 1880 an American Jew was expelled
from czarist Russia once his Jewish identity
became known. This brought a sharp pro-
test from John W. Foster, the American
Minister to St. Petersburg and the grand-
father of the late Secretary of State Dulles.
Mr. Foster had the backing of the Depart-
ment of State.

In 1908, in his speech of acceptance of the
Republican nomination for the Presidency,
William H. Taft noted:

In some countries * * * distinctions are
made in respect to the treatment of our
citizens traveling abroad and having pass-
ports of our Executive, based on considera-
tions which are repugnant to the principles
of our Government and civilization.

He committed his party and administra-
tion “to make every endeavor to secure the
solution of such distinctions which in our
eyes are both needless and opprobrious.”

On December 15, 1911, Secretary of State
Philander C. Enox notified Russia that the
United States had decided to abrogate the
treaty between the United States and Russia
of 1832 because Russia was refusing to
honor American passports duly issued to
American citizens on account of race or
religion. This action of our Government was
strongly approved by the Republican National
Convention in 1912, and in the same year by
the Democratic National Convention and the
Progressive Party Convention,

I offered my amendment to the Mutual
Security Act on July 8 because this is the
right place for us to make our stand.

This year, the Mutual Security Act con-
talns a new statement of purpose. We say:

“It is the sense of Congress that peace in
the world increasingly depends on wider
recognition, both in principle and practice,
of the dignity and interdependence of man,
and that the survival of free institutions in
the United States can best be assured in a
worldwide atmosphere of expanded free-
dom."”

If we believe this statement to be true,
then I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that we should
not allow a single American dollar to be used
to confirm and subsidize policies which mock
that high purpose.

If we believe in the dignity of man and
in the survival of free institutions, and in
expanding freedom, then let us back up our
ideals with action which is consistent with
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those ideals. Let us take our stand, once and
for all, against practices which dishonor
men, which deny their equality, and which
subvert free institutions. Let us not vote
money which perpetuates these practices and
which weaken America as the leader of the
free world.

The amendment I offered on the floor of
the Senate was defeated by a close vote, 47
to 43. I believe that some Members of the
Senate may not have been fully informed
of the issue involved when the roll was
called, because some who voted “no"” were
among the sponsors or supporters of the
original Lehman amendment. Accordingly,
I announced my intention of pursuing this
matter further. I have been greatly encour-
aged by the extraordinary decision which
was handed down by the Supreme Court of
New York State on July 15, when the court
overruled a ruling by the New York State
Commission against discrimination which
had allowed Aramco to question job appli-
cants about their religion, on the ground
that Jews would not be allowed to enter
Saudi Arabia.

The New York State Commission had
granted Aramco an exemption from the op-
eration of New York law after our Depart-
ment of State had reported to the agency
that denial of an exemption might affect
American policy in the Middle East.

The New York Supreme Court said:

“If the enforcement of the public policy
of New York State would embarrass the
State Department in the Near East, then it
should be sald that the honor of American
citizenship—if it remains for New York State
to uphold it—will survive Aramco’s fall from
Arab grace.”

In other words, Aramco has now been told
that it may not violate New York law at the
behest of a foreign government. It now re-
mains for the Congress of the United States
to tell our Department of State that it must
not underwrite discriminatory practices
against American citizens by any foreign
government. The New York Supreme Court
decision may mark a decisive turning point
in this unpleasant controversy. The deci-
sion struck a long overdue blow against sac-
rificing equal rights of citizenship for all
Americans in international agreements upon
the altar of unconscionable expediency. I
ask this committee to take a similar position.
I believe that this Is the right place to make
this request because we are concerned here
with a measure which should strengthen not
weaken U.S. foreign policy and enable our
country to continue in its place of high lead-
ership in the free world. We cannot pre-
sume to lead the free world coalition in the
defense of freedom if we are parties to its
subversion,

SENATE

THURSDAY, AvcusT 13, 1959

(Legislatlive day of Wednesday, August
12, 1959)

The Senate met at 9:30 o’clock a.m.,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

God of all mankind, here at the altar
of Thy grace we bow seeking the renewal
of our inner strength for these are trou-
blous times and we stand in need of cour-
age and fortitude and stability.

The world is full of the clamor of the
violent, the boasting of those who trust
alone in material might and the agony

of enslaved people, and we would be val-
iant when the hearts of many turn to
water in them,

Renew, we implore Thee, our faith in
Thy power and in the victory of Thy pur-
poses and in eternal verities which out-
last the noise of any turbulent day.
Measure us with the global tasks of our
time, that like our forefathers and fore-
mothers we, too, strong and unafraid,
may dare the wrath of demons and the
scorn of godless men who have not Thee
in awe.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s name,
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. Joanson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of

Wednesday, August 12, 1959, was dis-
pensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the

Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

(For nominafions this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)
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